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IR OYP te28phon8 t3OnV%r8at<On Of tn8t w88k, yOU pOe8d U 
QUeetiOn i?lVdViTlg e8V8rat pi8a88 Of p2'OpePty. Although 
there were 88vsrat transactions invotved, the problem C8nt8Ped 
around 0n8 q&t atain? d88d to tk8 fedsra2 di8trict 00wt and 
the other to the cterk of the court of Contra~Costa County. 

From our disautlsion, it is my undsritand<ng the On2y maeon that 
ths property wa8 Quit a2aimsd to tks federa di8trZct court and 
the court chrk of Contra Costtz County, &?a8 to guarantee the 
bai2 of certain different individuate. If and when these 
individua28 appear in court the property wi22 then bequit c2aim- 
8a bask to the originat otiner8. 

Tou aeked our opinion, under the86 c$Paumetanae8, df there is a 
ahangs in omwrship tihen the property is quit c2aimed to the 
federa court or the county 02erk of Contra Costa County or 
tihen it is traneferrd baok to the originat otinere. 

Ceneratly, I Qoutd norma22y aonc2ude that a quit claim deed 
from one party to another doe8 conetitute a ckange in ooner- 
ship. POW8V8r, under tke dstrcribed c<rcumatancss above, it 
t8 my opinion tks property 38 m8~8& being transferred for 
88aurity purposes and, therefore, ahou2d not bs regarded 



a8 a ohange Cn omemhip. If, hot)ev9a@* ths property $8 not 
redeeded to the previoue owwm, C.B., it Ca ao?d to a third 
party because one of ths Cndividuais Jumpad buit, it is our 
opinion that at that time the property would be aubjsbt to 
rsappraisa2. 

Yery truty yours, 

Gtonn L. Rigby 
A8crhtant Chiaf CounsoZ 

GLR:rt 



CHANGE IN OWNERSHIP 

220.0575 Recombining Parcels. n# recombining of parcels which weti not 
divided in compliance with the _&&division Map Act is not a Change in 
ownership. C 9/8/82. 


